." Shakespeare: Journal of the British Shakespeare Association, 8:2 (2012): 171-94. This essay explores how denying or ignoring the meanings of the spaces scripted for the dead, or "deathscapes" as anthropologist Lily Kong calls them, can lead Shakespeare's characters to a spiritual death as well as a bodily one. I examine the cultural meanings of deathscapes in the early modern era--specifically the grave, graveyard and church--through the lens of the schism of Christianity caused by separation of Protestantism and Catholicism. When Hamlet, for example, makes the mistake of treating the spaces of the dead in ways that speak more to how Catholics define and use them, he puts himself in deadly peril. I argue, however, that this in no way makes Hamlet a "Catholic play," as some critics have in the past claimed.
Identity in English Renaissance
Tragedy, Michael Neill discusses this relationship as a "sense of the peculiar intimacy of culture and death [that] is as old as Genesis" (2) . Such rituals-e.g., accepted ways to dispose of a body; mourning ceremonies for friends and family; societal rules regarding duration of mourning, appropriate dress, and ways of speaking about the dead, etc.-not only help define a culture's attitudes towards death and dying, but serve to define its behaviours regarding these "places in the world," to shift Barley's metaphor of abstraction to a more concrete spatial signifier. And of course Shakespeare, always fascinated by the strengths and vagaries of human behaviour, puts his pen to the uneasy relationships that form between humankind and its ultimate resting places, or "deathscapes", as geographer Lily Kong calls them (1) . Specifically, for the purposes of this article, I will examine Shakespeare's depictions of two particular deathscapes-the graveyard and the church-and explore how he uses these spaces both as a vehicle with which to emphasise a major flaw or deficiency of humanity inherent in his tragic characters and as a way to demonstrate the absolutely essential nature of culturally scripted boundaries regarding the landscapes of the dead.
Such landscapes can, using Catherine Belsey's analysis of historical objects and spaces, be considered readable texts through which we can glean information, meaning, signification, and understanding of a culture:
History at the level of the signifier treats signifying practices-maps, houses, clothing, tombs-as texts. Such 'documents' from the past are both substantial and legible. We can read them, as much as we can ever read anything, to the degree that we are familiar with the signifying practices of their moment. And since signifying practice in general, like language in particular, is in the first instance public, conventional, shared, learned, there is no reason why we 4 should not learn to read the meanings of the past by immersing ourselves in the documents, even though we shall never understand them as native speakers. (Belsey 13) Andrew Stables, in his essay "The Landscape and the 'Death of the Author'" published two years earlier, pushes for a definition of landscape that fits perfectly with both Belsey's analysis and my own purposes: "Certain landscape features have been given the status of texts since time immemorial, insofar as they have been regarded as human, cultural, and ideological constructs" (109). For the purposes of this essay, I shall be treating the landscape-both interior and exterior, natural and built-as a "document" or "text" that we can read in order to gain insight into Shakespeare's plays and characters. I will argue that when Shakespeare's tragic characters transgress boundaries of meaning in strictly defined deathscapes-that is, when they interact with the spaces of death in a manner considered culturally taboo-those characters suffer a similar violation that ends with an annihilation of morality (both of social or cultural ethics and laws, and the morality dictated by religious doctrine) and of the bodily and spiritual self. This article argues for an intimate link between the abuses of the physical landscape and various types of loss associated with those transgressions, including the loss of virtue, faith, safety, God's protection, and ultimately life itself. This failure is, for Shakespeare, universal and unrestricted to any specific demographic. Kings, princes, and peasants; men and women; foreigners and indigenous populations; clergy and laity-all must adhere to the cultural norms of landscape and space, both in the natural and the built environment, or suffer the consequences. The result is a glimpse into an early modern vision of community that recognises a desire to eliminate certain boundaries while demonstrating the absolute necessity for those boundaries' existence.
Transgression, then, is as inevitable as Adam and Eve's Fall, for Shakespeare continually 5 demonstrates that human curiosity, ambition, and desire will not be contained within such strict circumscription. Therefore, due to the fact that the Fall is scripted as "the lapse into selfconsciousness that renders humankind mortal" (Neill 2) , transgression becomes as inevitable as death itself.
At the same time, I will use this article to examine the cultural meanings of deathscapes in the early modern era-specifically the grave, graveyard and church-through the lens of the schism of Christianity caused by separation of Protestantism and Catholicism. When Hamlet, Ophelia and Laertes, for example, make the mistake of treating the spaces of the dead in ways that speak more to how Catholics define and use them, they put themselves in deadly peril, both physically and morally. I argue, however, that this in no way makes Hamlet a "Catholic play," as some critics have in the past claimed. 1 Instead, I show how Shakespeare reinforces the tenets and ideas of Protestantism by punishing his characters' lapses with such a thorough and unavoidable harshness that their anti-Protestant actions and behaviours serve as a warning to audience members-crossing those boundaries of meaning is extremely dangerous. Lisa Hopkins argues that Shakespeare is well aware of the problems fomented by the schism of these religious boundaries: "Shakespeare saw . . . that the grievances of Catholics represented the most serious obstacle to religious unity and hence to political stability in Britain, and that they urgently needed to be addressed" (9) . I argue that he does so through his portrayal of the ideological and doctrinal uses-and more particularly, misuses-of sacred landscapes. The fact that Hamlet appears to treat the deathscape with more than a nod to the medieval and popish notion of le danse macabre reinforces his weak and unstable nature, and leaves the audience in some doubt as to his chances of meeting with a favourable outcome in the afterlife. In this way, Shakespeare holds Hamlet up as an example of the importance of adhering to cultural norms, especially where the spaces of the dead are concerned.
Interpretations of death and deathscapes
Kong points out that the relationship between deathscapes and humanity is complicated and varied. "Deathscapes," she claims, "embody myriad meanings and values wrapped up in multiple narratives, inviting interpretation" (1) . The very touch of the dead can irrevocably change the meaning of a landscape, but the perception of that meaning can be as diverse as the culture that defines it. According to the rules of Western culture, the burial of a body in a cemetery or graveyard can make the land sacred in the public imagination; the burial of a body in a playground or park can make the land profane. Archaeologists who dig up ancient bones and funerary artifacts are called scholars; those who dig up and plunder more recent burials are decried as grave robbers. Bodies buried in holy ground, as sanctified by a specific church or dogma, are deemed "blessed", while others buried in unconsecrated earth or an unmarked grave-or remain unburied entirely-may be construed as "damned".
However, it is not merely the presence of a deceased human body that influences how the landscape with which it interacts is defined; the landscape itself enacts meaning upon the corpse in a reciprocal relationship of symbiotic need. As Barley puts it, "The placing of the dead is never arbitrary. It is a clear act of classification and a statement of where they belong" (132), which clearly indicates that where a body is placed within a deathscape is just as important as how we interact with the corpse itself. This was as true for early modern England as it is for the postmodern present. In many cultures, including most religious sects, there exists a belief that strict adherence to mores regarding the disposal of a body-that is, attention to where the corpse Jewish belief that a body should, if at all possible, be buried within a day of death and must be buried whole, not cremated.
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The citizenry of the early modern era were no less concerned with proper practices, and were perhaps somewhat hyper-aware of the conventions of death and burial, having come out of the late Middle Ages ravaged by the worst of the Black Plague epidemics. The ability to once more carry out proper burial practices brought some stability and normality back to the frightening and painful business of dealing with death, for it was not so very long since "the Black Plague left corpses piled in the streets or in huge communal graves" (Spinrad 1) and "burial arrangements could break down during epidemics" (Houlbrook 333) . Thomas Kyd illustrates the importance of these rituals in The Spanish Tragedy through the character of Andrea, a soldier slain in the course of war and denied access to heaven because "Charon, only boatman there, / Said that, my rites of burial not performed, / I might not sit amongst his passengers" (1.1.20-2) . The implication that the only barrier to Andrea's entrance into heaven is the fact that his body remained unburied on the battlefield demonstrates the paramount importance of the deathscape itself, as the placement of the corpse is an integral part of those rites and rituals believed needed to enter the afterlife. Neill links this concept to the idea that the Renaissance continued to preserve the ancient pagan superstition that happiness beyond the grave was somehow contingent upon proper disposal and We should profane the service of the dead To sing sage requiem and such rest to her
As to peace-parted souls. (5.1.220-3, 226-8, 230-3) The priest obviously feels conflicted about allowing the consecrated earth to touch her corpse, worried that an unfit soul stained with the sin of self-murder will be inappropriately allowed into 9 heaven. 5 distinguished the rich who were near the altar from the poor who were near the door. (138) Ralph Houlbrook claims that the "attractions of burial inside the church included social distinction, added protection for the corpse, and the supposed spiritual benefit of proximity to altars or the relics or images of saints" (329). Of course, these clear-cut definitions are for the comfort of the living, for the people who shudder to think of an eternity resting beside someone not of their class, status, or spiritual purity and therefore who enact safeguards against such a fate. Hamlet's priest expresses outrage at being forced by royal decree to bury Ophelia in consecrated ground, but because Ophelia "'Twas of some estate" (5.1.216), he must relent.
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Crossing the boundary between a "sinner's" versus a "righteous" burial obviously troubles the priest, but not as much Gertrude and Laertes are bothered by the thought that Ophelia's body would lie amidst those not of her class and rank with unconsecrated soil barring her entrance into heaven. Their transgression of such a sacred space not only contributes, I would argue, to their ultimate downfalls but actually foreshadows their destruction. Their willingness to break the cultural norms regarding the deathscapes becomes a part of the puzzle that audience can piece together to explain the reasons behind Gertrude's and Laertes' deaths. In this way, the deathscape becomes an active participant in how justice is enacted for the characters. This is not just an idea that exists in plays and stories, either, but is a very real part of medieval and early modern history and belief. When I visited Baddesley Clinton manor in Warwickshire in 2006, one of the National Trust personnel told me a story about a strange-looking mark on the wooden floor in the library. According to the tale, the owner of the house, a man named Nicholas Brome, had a Catholic priest 6 living in his house and came home one day to find said priest "chucking his wife 'neath the chin". It is said that right then and there Brome drew his knife and killed the priest, which left a large bloodstain on the floorboards. At his trial, it was decided that because of his rank and station in the community, no action would be taken against him in life-in fact, the royal pardon dated 7 May, 1496 still hangs on the wall in the main room of the manor. However, upon his death Brome was sentenced to be buried beneath the church porch so that the constant feet passing over his grave would keep him from enjoying his eternal rest. While some parts of the story may be apocryphal, 7 modern archaeologists excavated the ground beneath the church porch and did, indeed, find the remains of a human skeleton there. As important a man as Nicholas Brome may have been in life, his deathscape was meant to have resonance and meaning for his very soul across an eternity.
The lines between life and death-and the spaces both inhabit-are blurry at best in Shakespeare's plays, and he uses our subsequent anxiety about this conflation to explore a deviant villainy in his characters, most notably in his tragic protagonists. For example, the geographical distance between Macbeth's mortal commands of murder and the deaths of Banquo and Lady Macduff allows Macbeth to imagine an equal distance between himself and the identification of "murderer," and that space is significantly reduced when the ghost of Banquo narrows the gap by appearing in his house and takes Macbeth's place at his own table. The interior and exterior spaces of landscape restrict and define the behaviour of King Hamlet's ghost as it moves from one locality to another. Safe spaces become perilous, and those spaces reserved for life and the living are invaded and taken over by death and the deceased. 8 Hopkins also examines this relationship and the inconstant boundaries between landscape and danger, though she couches her analysis in the geographical elements surrounding the play: "Margins, cliffedges, banks and borders are shifted to the centre in this world where something pivotal is out of joint, and it is indeed from the margins that we must be edified in our makings of meanings" (35). In this way, Shakespeare's deathscapes perform a vital role in determining the outcome of both plot and character, for those who respect the boundaries of his deathscapes survive while those who do not fall into destruction and despair.
"The foul practice"
It quickly becomes clear, therefore, that while Elizabethan theologians "agreed on the binary opposition of heaven and hell, soul and body, and God and Devil" (Calderwood 3) , which indicates a strong investment for the early modern English man or woman to not only define but maintain the boundaries constructed between these disparate spaces, Shakespeare experiments 13 with how these lines can be crossed, re-crossed, and broken down. By doing so, he ultimately emphasises the importance of those boundaries, since those who cross such lines tend to come to very bad ends. One message we can take away from characters such as Hamlet and Macbeth is that trafficking with the dead is good for dramatic tension and story, but extremely dangerous to the immortal soul. In part, this idea is a direct result of the shift from Catholicism to
Protestantism that took place in the early sixteenth century, which brought with it a new perspective through which to envision death and the link between the body and soul. By . but also chants, gestures, images, and the very air that the faithful breathed said the same thing:
the border between this world and the afterlife was not firmly and irrevocably closed" (Purgatory 18). Nancy Caciola goes on to elaborate upon these boundaries between not only the still-living and the dead, but the dead and their own life experiences:
To place the dead permanently . . . was a complex process. Once the spirit left the body it was displaced from its accustomed habitation, and the location of its continued existence was a topic of some dispute. Theologians held that the spirits of the dead were placed immediately according to their merits, entering into one realm of a tripartite afterlife, but this was not a consensus viewpoint.
The bourgeois inhabitants of some towns . . . believed that certain shades of the dead might remain displaced for some time, particularly the ghosts of those who had died a 'bad death' that was sudden or violent. Such spirits might wander the earth as maleficent spirits seeking bodies. In short, the dead might practices, as rites of passage in moments of social realignment, were strongly affected by the move towards reform" . Therefore, from this perspective we can interpret Hamlet's weakness, abuse of power, corruption, madness, and ultimately his death as stemming from not only putting that first foot over the line that separates "the quick and the dead" but from his attempt to bring back the more Catholic ideas and attitudes regarding ways to envision relationships with those who have passed on and the deathscapes they inhabit. His great flaw, then-that element that lies at the heart of all of his other problems that Robert B. Bennett defines as Hamlet's tendency to be "too sensitive, too shy, too contemplative, too melancholy, too death-bent, too sexually confused, too credulous, too egocentric" (77)-can be traced back to this one transgression, the crossing of this single boundary.
His eagerness and willingness to deal with his father's ghost demonstrates this flaw from the very beginning of the play and immediately sets him apart from the other characters who look upon the ghost with much more suspicion and distrust. Those standing upon the rampart who first see the ghost recognise it immediately as a thing of danger; the ghost is presented to the characters-and to the audience-in "complete armour, holding a truncheon, with his beaver up" (1.1), which indicates that the ghost is prepared for war, and thusly for the dangers that accompany it. Horatio comments that the vision "harrows me with fear and wonder" (1. . . . the son of God, appearing to him, led him to a deserted place where he showed him a round cave, dark within, and said to him, 'Whoever in true repentance and constancy of faith enters this cave for one day and night will be purified there from all the sins they have committed against God during all their lives' (Gardiner 136).
However, while Beauregard claims that "Shakespeare's play can better be understood from a Catholic perspective" (45) and that "Hamlet does not appear to be a very Protestant play" (46), I
would instead argue quite the opposite, that the death and destruction that comes as a result of Hamlet's anti-Protestant pursuits in his interactions with death and the ghost of his father, as well as in how he interacts with the play's deathscapes-which I will examine in a moment-in fact reinforces the clerical early modern desire to eschew Catholic practices from religious and devotional life. Hamlet's fate acts as a warning, an admonition to playgoers not to emulate his stubborn adherence to Catholic ideals and practices. Just as Hamlet is undone by Laertes' poison, Laertes' claim that "The foul practice / Hath turned itself on me. Lo, here I lie, / Never to rise again" (5.2.270-72) mirrors the state of Hamlet's soul upon his death, wherein the "foul practice"
of Catholicism has doomed his soul "never to rise" to the kingdom of heaven.
It is this subtle, yet striking handling of doctrinal juxtapositions that separates
Shakespeare from his contemporaries, despite the fact that they often shared or fuelled his fascination with ghosts and the supernatural. Other writers and playwrights of the Renaissance Faustus ponders which profession he should choose. "Be a physician Faustus," (1.1.14) he 20 advises himself, and yet he rejects the idea because it would not allow him to bring people back from the dead:
Yet art thou still but Faustus, and a man wouldst thou make man to live eternally?
Or being dead, raise them to life again?
Then this profession were to be esteemed.
Physic farewell! (1.1.23-7)
This implication that the ability to manipulate the boundary between life and death is a perverted form of power serves to emphasise that the boundary is, in itself, the natural state of the world and necessary to keep the "binary opposites" of life and death separated. Yet Shakespeare, amongst all his contemporaries, appears to most often blur that line, to treat it as illusory; as Tobias Döring puts it, "Shakespeare's tragedy is so disquieting because it . . . defamiliarizes mourning rites and gestures" (103). For instance, upon hearing of his wife's death, Macbeth calls life "but a walking shadow" (5.5.23), intimating not only that all human beings are fated to die, but that life and death themselves are not as separate and distinct as the early modern Englishman and -woman might prefer to imagine. His use of the word "shadow", so often a euphemism for or allusion to the words "death" and "ghost", to describe "life" allows for a much closer relationship between the two. Likewise, Antigonus in The Winter's Tale muses upon the transparent nature of the gateway between life and death:
I have heard, but not believed,
The spirits o' the dead May walk again: if such thing be, thy mother Appear'd to me last night, for ne'er was dream So like a waking. (3.3.15-9) Along the same lines, the ghost of King Hamlet, unlike Kyd's portrayal of the impotent Andrea, seems to appear and disappear at will-at least during the night hours. However, despite the fact that the way by which he can traverse the boundaries between the worlds of the living and dead are shrouded in mystery, for he claims he is unable to "tell the secrets of my prison-house" to his son (1.5.18 ), he appears to have much more freedom and autonomy than Andrea. After all, King
Hamlet can interact with the living and allows himself to be seen by a multitude of people, whereas Andrea is positioned merely as an observer, unable to influence his surroundings or speak to the other characters. He only speaks to the allegorical character of Revenge, who is very clear in setting the boundaries for Andrea's participation in the events to follow: "Here sit we down to see the mystery, / And serve for Chorus in this Tragedy" (1.1.90-1). Kyd, it would seem, is more invested in maintaining that separation between the living and the dead than is Shakespeare. In fact, Isabella voices this need as she laments the death of her son Horatio:
So that you say, this herb will purge the eye, And this the head?
Ah, but none of them will purge the heart.
No, there's no medicine left for my disease,
Nor any physic to recure the dead. (3.8.1-5) Hamlet, on the other hand, constantly attempts to forge an immutable connection between the living and the dead that goes even beyond his relationship with his father's ghost. In the graveyard scene in Act 5, he explains to Horatio how Alexander the Great's body might still have a practical application to the living world:
Alexander died, Alexander was buried, Alexander returneth into dust, the dust is earth, of earth we make loam, and why of that loam whereto he was converted might they not stop a beer-barrel? (5.1.204-7) By intimating that the dead still have purpose and function within living society, Hamlet brushes aside the accepted boundaries between life and death like the very dust he speaks of, and it is not surprising that Horatio considers this hypothetical-and perhaps heretical-academic question "too curious . . . to consider so" (5.1.201), especially considering that Hamlet's musings are remarkably close to those put forth by the Catholic Luis de Granada in his book Of Prayer and
Meditation:
a time maie happen, when some buildinge maie be made neare unto thy grave, (be it never so gaie, and sumptuous,) and that they maie digge for some earthe out of the same to make morter for a walle, and so shall thy seelie bodie is necessary for the spirit to reach heaven, does it not follow that in order to remain in the blissful afterlife the corpse must remain in its allotted deathscape? According to early modern thinking, not at all. As historian Philippe Ariès put it, during the medieval and early modern periods, As yet unborn was the modern idea that the dead person should be installed in a sort of house unto himself, a house of which he was the perpetual owner or at least the long-term tenant, a house in which he would be at home and from which he could not be evicted. In the Middle Ages and even as late as the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the exact destination of one's bones was of little concern so long as they remained near the saints, or in the church, near the altar of the Virgin or of the Holy Sacrament. Thus the body was entrusted to the Church. It made little difference what the Church saw fit to do with these bodies so long as they remained within its holy precincts. (22) Even the bodies of the wealthy buried under the flagstones of the church floor were fair game to be dug up and used to adorn the charnel houses within the churches and crypts (see Figures 1 and   2 ). According to Clayton G. MacKenzie, during the early modern period, funerary practices frequently involved disinterment. A corpse, having been buried for a period in the ground of a cemetery or . . . under the flagstones in an adjoining church, was often disinterred. The bones, cleaned of whatever mortal debris still clung to them, were polished and piled in charnel houses, churchyards in which the bones of the dead were neatly stacked and stored.
Thomas Dekker makes reference to this practice in his 1607 play, The Whore of Babylon when a one of the cardinals laments that:
Vast Charnel-houses, where our fathers heads Slept on the cold hard pillowes of the earth,
Are emptied now, and chang'd to drinking roomes,
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Or vaults for baser office. 9 Shakespeare himself exhibited a certain trepidation regarding this practice, as we can see by the epitaph he wrote for his own gravestone:
Good friend, for Jesus' sake forbear
To dig the dust enclosed here.
Blessed be the man that spares these stones, And cursed be he that moves my bones.
Therefore, Hamlet's sangfroid regarding the Clowns' actions and handling of bones becomes somewhat clearer in light of this knowledge. Susan Zimmerman further breaks down the early modern attitudes regarding the dead body in terms of the Protestant Reformation and rejection of Catholic rituals. "Late medieval Catholicism," she claims, "focused intensely on the implications of the Incarnation, on the profoundly ambiguous and deeply sacred connections between the corporeal and spiritual" whereas Protestant reformers viewed this bond as a "dangerously distorted relationship between body and soul" (8) . This anxiety, she explains, "prompted an effort to reformulate materiality as definitively dead" (8, her emphasis), wherein materiality can be expressed as the corpse itself. The connection between the physical and the spiritual has been demystified and boundaries erected to keep them separate and distinct. A homily from Certayne sermons or homelies appoynted by the Kynges Maiestie to be declared and redde 10 entitled "Against Peril of Idolatry and Superfluous decking of Churches", first published in English in 1547, demonstrates well this desire for doctrinal separation. The homily is an argument against the display of idols and images in churches and claims that "they bee dead, haue eyes and see not, hands and feele not, feete and cannot goe, &c, and therefore they cannot be fit similitudes of the liuing GOD" (17). The implication that the dead human body, that is, what is cast off once the soul departs for whatever realm it shall eternally inhabit, is as base and earthly as "dead stocks, stones, and metals" (17) The topmost figure on the tomb is clearly meant to portray such a "union of parts", or the ideal body as the deceased would like to be remembered. Gittings attributes these images to "the growing desire of testators to leave a durable record of their physical appearance through monuments" in the late Middle Ages (34). The hands are raised in prayer and the cheeks are still flushed with healthy, sanguine colour. The brightly painted clothes and rich gold accouterments also perpetuate the notion that this figure is merely enjoying a particularly pious sleep as it remains lying in state for all time. The figure below (Figure 4 ), separated from his twin by a solid slab of stone, has clearly shed his mortal coil. He is skeletal, naked, and his arms lay limp and motionless by his sides. He is subsumed beneath the "ideal" effigy, his grave becoming a display for the horrified onlooker, and yet we are still being asked to define this figure in terms of "its predecessor". In looking at Figure 5 , we can see that this tomb from the 16th century has done away with the death-effigy altogether, replacing the humanistic figure with a scattering of disarticulated and anonymous bones, which would make recognition of self even more distant, yet at the same time offers the spectator a glimpse into his or her own inevitable future. These figures, both whole-skeletal and scattered, are the memento mori, and even though perhaps our "gorge rises at it", it still serves as a warning that "to this favour [we] must come" (5.1.183, 189-90) .
The deathscape of the grave defines Hamlet and Laertes just as these deathscape monuments define the dead they represent. All the elements are present-the idealised dead body in the form of the still-beautiful and as-yet uncorrupted flesh of Ophelia; the corrupted or disarticulated body in the form of Yorick, which serves as the memento mori and reminder of mortality; and finally, the spectators, or the ones who most need to heed that warning. However, when they jump into Ophelia's open grave, Hamlet and Laertes suddenly change from spectator to a part of the monument itself, which is perhaps the most startling boundary Shakespeare crosses in the entire play. Not only are they claiming a space specifically reserved for the dead, but Ophelia now acts as their second self, the corpse that is literally beneath their bodies, just as shown in the funerary monuments. Their actions in essence change her status from the "ideal body" to the "corrupt body", which also serves to reinforce the priest's initial interpretation of her death and his repugnance at her self-slain corpse. Laertes, acting from uncontrolled grief, is not so much seeking self-destruction in his demand to be buried with his sister as he is attempting to circumvent the Protestant separation of the living and the dead. His invocation of Pelion and Olympus, the two mountains of Greek mythology, brings to mind a time when it was believed the gods were intimately involved in mortals' lives and it was considered possible to bring a loved one back from the underworld. In this moment he yearns to be an Orpheus, or for
Ophelia to be a Persephone, able to transcend those boundaries that their Christian faith keeps firmly and irrevocably locked. Hamlet, on the other hand, enters the grave only as an angered response to Laertes' initial action, not from any grief of his own. "I loved Ophelia" he claims. Hamlet does not focus on his grief for Ophelia, but on his anger towards Laertes in this speech.
Laertes leapt into the grave first, thereby "outfacing" Hamlet and claiming the dead and the deathscape as his own, and Hamlet must fight to recover what he feels he has lost-not Ophelia herself but the memento mori that would forever bind her to him. Hamlet himself contributes to the debasement Ophelia's corpse by turning her funeral into a testosterone-driven territorial battle, which aids in her sublimation from ideal to corrupt dead. In doing so, the burial rites become a contest and the grave a battlefield, which serves as yet another foreshadowing of 
